Furthermore, they serve the interest of academics as products in themselves. In short, they involve, as Bochner (1997 Bochner ( , 2001 ) so eloquently pointed out, our careers and our egos. No method is perfect, universally applicable to all questions. Again, methods are tools, and as our questions vary, so must the range and assortment of available methods be versatile. Furthermore, as many problems remain beyond our reach, there is much room for new methods to be developed.
Debates such as these are helpful in that they clarify our thinking and make our research assumptions explicit, and as such, they are a healthy signal. They are not helpful if they divide researchers into opposing teams, split the field artificially by method, and remove respect for each other's different research agendas and goals. Furthermore, each method has its own appropriate style of scholarship that may not necessarily pertain to other perspectives. Thus, the carte blanche application of standards developed for one method may not be applicable, relevant, or significant to other methods or for all researchers. In this light, the issue of the best method is not a matter of debate. There is room for both perspectives, for both types of inquiry. Our field is too small to split.
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